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Claims 1-55 are presented for examination. 



DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1-14,19-26,36-50 and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Nielsen (5,948,054). 

5. As per claim 1 , Nielsen clearly teaches a method for providing consulting 
services to a customer, said method comprising the steps of: 

Assisting the customer online in formulating a problem to be addressed by the 
consulting service provider (e.g. col. 4, lines 66-67); suggesting at least one approach 
for using consulting services to resolve the problem (e.g. col. 4, lines 34-39); and 
providing the consulting services in a collaborative and centralized web-based 
environment (e.g. Figure 1). 

6. As per claim 20, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 
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7. As per claim 36, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

8. As per claim 2, Nielsen teaches a method further comprising the step of 
formulating a request for specific types of consulting services to address the problem 
(e.g. col. 1, lines 54-62). 

9. As per claim 21 , it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

10. As per claim 37, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

11. As per claim 39, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

12. As per claim 3, Nielsen teaches a method further comprising the step of 
providing a plurality of customer options via a menu screen (e.g. Figure 5). 

1 3. As per claim 40, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

14. As per claim 4, Nielsen teaches a method wherein said step of providing a 
plurality of customer options comprises the step of providing at least two of a consulting 
request wizard, a sample services option, a sample reports option, and a project 
collaboration option (e.g. cols 1-2, lines 65-67 and 1-18 respectively). 

1 5. As per claim 41 , it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

16. As per claim 5, Nielsen teaches a method wherein said step of assisting the 
customer online in formulating a problem to be addressed by the consulting services 
provider comprises the step of providing the consulting request wizard, the consulting 
request wizard configured to guide the customer interactively in defining the problem to 
be addressed (e.g. col. 2, lines 2-17). 

17. As per claim 23, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

18. As per claim 42, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 
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19. As per claim 6, Nielsen teaches a method wherein said step of providing the 
consulting request wizard comprises the step of providing the consulting request wizard 
with a plurality of prompts to the customer to provide information relating to the problem 
addressed (e.g. col. 6, lines 10-14). 

20. As per claim 24, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

21 . As per claim 43, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

22. As per claim 7, Nielsen teaches a method wherein the step of providing the 
consulting request wizard with a plurality of prompts to the customer to provide 
information relating to the problem to be addressed comprises the step of providing the 
consulting request wizard with a prompt to the customer to provide information 
identifying a physical plant to which the problem relates (e.g. col. 7, lines 19-23. 
Consultants and their expertise are selected by the matchmaking process. A physical 
plant consultant is available as are other types of consultants). 

23. As per claim 8, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above, 

24. As per claim 25, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

25. As per claim 44, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

26. As per claim 45, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

27. As per claim 9, Nielsen teaches a method wherein the step of providing the 
consulting request wizard with a plurality of prompts to the customer to provide 
information relating to the problem to be addressed comprises the step of providing the 
consulting request wizard with a prompt to the customer to provide information 
identifying a system to which the problem relates (e.g. col. 3, lines 55-64). 
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28. As per claim 26, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

29. As per claim 46, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

30. As per claim 10, Nielsen teaches a method wherein the step of providing the 
consulting request wizard with a plurality of prompts to the customer to provide 
information relating to the problem to be addressed comprises the step of providing the 
consulting request wizard with a prompt to the customer to provide information 
identifying a component to which the problem relates (e.g. col. 4-5, lines 66-67 and 1-7 
respectively). 

31 . As per claim 1 1 , it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

32. As per claim 47, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

33. As per claim 48, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

34. As per claim 12, Nielsen teaches a method wherein the step of providing the 
consulting request wizard with a plurality of prompts to the customer to provide 
information relating to the problem to be addressed comprises the step of providing the 
consulting request wizard with a prompt to the customer to provide information 
identifying a type of consultation support that is potentially useful for solving the problem 
(e.g. Figure 5). 

35. As per claim 13, Nielsen teaches a method wherein the step of providing the 
consulting request wizard with a plurality of prompts to the customer to provide 
information relating to the problem to be addressed comprises the step of providing the 
consulting request wizard least one area of technical expertise that is potentially useful 
for solving the problem (e.g. Figure 1 and col. 4, lines 34-42). 
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36. As per claim 49, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

37. As per claim 14, Nielsen teaches a method wherein the step of providing the 
consulting request wizard with a plurality of prompts to the customer to provide 
information relating to the problem to be addressed comprises the step of providing the 
consulting request wizard with a prompt to the customer to provide information on the 
time available to solve the problem (e.g. col. 4, lines 37-43). 

38. As per claim 50, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

39. As per claim 19, Nielsen teaches a method wherein said step of providing at 
least two of a consulting request wizard, a sample services option, a sample reports 
option, and a project collaboration option comprises providing the project collaboration 
option, the project collaboration option configured to provide the customer and the 
consulting services provider with a centralized collaboration area wherein single 
versions of consulting communications are posted and revisited (e.g. col. 4, lines 50- 
67). 

40. As per claim 55, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

41 . As per claim 22, Nielsen teaches a consulting method wherein the step of 
providing the electronic user interface comprises the step of providing a web site 
accessible by the customer via a computer device interconnected to a distributed 
computer network (e.g. col. 1, lines 50-64). 

42. As per claim 38, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



43. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

44. Claims 15-18, 27-35, 51-54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nielsen in view of Faber et al. (US 2002/0010608) (hereinafter 
Faber). 

45. As per claim 15, Nielsen does not specifically teach a method wherein said step 
of providing at least two of a consulting request wizard, a sample services option, a 
sample reports option, and a project collaboration option comprises providing the 
sample services option, the sample services option configured to provide the customer 
with descriptions of a plurality of sample services available to the customer. Faber 
teaches a method wherein said step of providing at least two of a consulting request 
wizard, a sample services option, a sample reports option, and a project collaboration 
option comprises providing the sample services option, the sample services option 
configured to provide the customer with descriptions of a plurality of sample services 
available to the customer (e.g. Figures 3 and 4). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Nielsen and 
Faber. The motivation would have been to provide examples of consulting services that 
could be offered. 
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46. 


As 


per claim 


16, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 


47. 


As 


per claim 


17, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 


48. 


As 


per claim 


18, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 


49. 


As 


per claim 


27, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 


50. 


As 


per claim 


28, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 


51. 


As 


per claim 


29, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 


52. 


As 


per claim 


30, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 


53. 


As 


per claim 


31, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 


54. 


As 


per claim 


32, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 


55. 


As 


per claim 


33, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 


56. 


As 


per claim 


34, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 


57. 


As 


per claim 


35, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 


58. 


As 


per claim 


51, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 


59. 


As 


per claim 


52, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 


60. 


As 


per claim 


53, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 


61. 


As 


per claim 


54, 


it 


is 


rejected 


for 


similar 


reasons 


as 


stated 


above. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Farhood Moslehi whose telephone number is 703-305- 
8646. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-4:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on 703-305-8498. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-746-7239. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-306- 
5484. 




JOHN FOLLANSBEE 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2100 



